Letters

Spending for Endangered Species
We agree with Marco Restani's and John Marzluff 's conclusion that recovery spending for endangered species should be increased and better targeted ("Funding Extinction? Biological Needs and Political Realities in the Allocation of Resources to Endangered Species Recovery," Bioscience 52: 169-177). Their suggestion that the amount of money a species receives should correspond to its recovery priority number, however, is not based on sound principles. Funding needs are estimated in species-specific recovery plans and vary widely according to factors such as range size, region, and types of threat. A more appropriate analysis, therefore, would be to determine whether species are more likely to receive a higher proportion of estimated recovery costs relative to recovery priority number. Restani's and Marzluff's analyses contained other problems.
Based on an analysis of 109 lawsuits completed between 1990 and 1999 from Lexis-Nexis, Restani and Marzluff conclude that lawsuits "misdirect" recovery spending away from high priority species to moderate priority, charismatic species. Their analysis considers only a small fraction of relevant lawsuits. The Center for Biological Diversity alone filed 86 lawsuits during this time, only 14 of which are recorded in Lexis-Nexis. The mean recovery priority number for species targeted by these 86 lawsuits was 4.3 (SD = 2.7) compared to 5.6 (SD = 3.2) for all US-listed species, suggesting the center's lawsuits focused on high priority species. The center's suits also did not follow the bias toward charismatic species that was found by Restani and Marzluff. The suits sought protection for 174 species, including plants in 133 (43.3%), birds in 54 (17.6%), fish in 52 (16.9%), invertebrates in 35 (11.4%), mammals in 19 (6.2%), and reptiles and amphibians in 14 (4.6%) instances. These differences suggest a more complete survey of lawsuits is required before drawing conclusions about the effects of litigation on recovery spending.
Litigation can result in funds being spent on species recovery. While some of these funds may come from existing federal recovery budgets, they more often come from new sources that would not otherwise be available for recovery actions. Litigation in these cases is producing more recovery funds, not diverting preexisting funds. In the majority of cases, however, the agency involved is not required to spend any additional funds because of court orders, only to rescind approval of harmful actions, thus not affecting recovery spending at all.
